Leaming Outcomes Assessment—TYear 2

E.udos to departrments and faculty for theirwork in compiling the
initial round of Learning Qutcomes Assessment reports. [t is evi-
dent that most departrments worked hard and thooghtfully to ewalu-
ate their students |earning As we move into the second year of
university-wide assessment of student learning we will be focusing

an making the process more effective and efficient.

As you may recall, the focus of our assessment efforts is
to document that we have a "culture of assessment” at G304 and
that we use assessment results to improve the quality of student
learning. Of course, we have been assessing students (and assigning
grades) since the beginning of the University. ¥What's different
about this process is that we're demonstrating that we have a proc-
gs5 in place in which the assessment of learning is trarsparent (50
athers can know how we assess and improve) and aggregates the

results 5o that program effectiveness can be assessed.

The assessment reports for 2004-2005 have been re-
viewred and some navigational elements added to the repors that
will assist readers to find desired sections when they are posted on
the web. Also, we want to keep the reports behind a passwiord with
access limited to approved G5 users. There are a number of ex-
emplary reports currently available forwhich the departments have
granted permission for us to share their good practices. These as-
sessment reports are featured on the assessment website:

http:ffeducation.gsu.edufctlfoutcomesfoutcomes. htm

For this year's reports (2005-2006) we will introduce a
web-based reporting system that was developed at Wirginia Com-
monwealth University. The system, YWEAYE Online, uses drop-
dowen menus and text boxes into which departments can paste the
various components of their learning outcome assessments, This
will streamline departmental reparting and enable the university to
compile reports on student learning across colleges and depart-
ments. Italso make all assessment reports secure, while permiting

arcess by the program, department chair, and appropriate deans.

Assessment Goals for 2005-2006

units to enter and revise their own assessment reports,
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"What and how students learn depends to a large extent on
how they think they will be assessed, Assessment Yolume 2 Mo. |
procedures must send the right signals" (Biggs, 199%). February, 2006

G5 Assessment

A Quality Enhancement Plan

53 E due for reaccredidation by 5ACS in 2008, and requirements
have changed since our last reaccredidation.  In order to maintain
ouraccredimation, we must comply with two principle requirements;
submita Compliance Reportwhich includes multiple years of as-
sessing student learning and implement a Quality Enhancement Plan
(EFY, which is an initiative that the institution will undertake to

ireprove student learring outoonmes.

iFeorgia state's QEP will focus on the assessment and
continuing improverment of two general education outcomes: Criti-
cal Thinking and ¥WWriting. Departments are already assessing these
twio autcomes as part of their annual student learning outcomes
assessments. The QEP will be different firom the annual assessment
process in that itwill provide a structure whereby witing in under-
graduate programs will be the wvehicle for developing critical thinking
in the discipline rather than assessing them as separate outcomes.
Through writing, both faculty and students have explicit evidence of
critical thinking skills. ¥y riting also provides the mediom for targeted
feedback to improve thinking and reasoning and for documented

changes in performance.

izritical thinking and writing skill are already evident in the
learning outcomes expected by departments and already expressed
inassessment plans and repors. The genre for evidence of critcal
thinking and writing might vary from students writing palicy memos
to doing research papers, from wrting analyses of laboratory resulis
to writing papers which demonstrates being able to evaluate gvi-
dence and take and defend a position based on that evidence. Pro-

grams with similar definitions of critical thinking would share strate-
gies and information about FesOUrCEs an using whting to promaote
critical thinking,

Tes, U5 5ACE and something we need to do as part of
reaccreditation—but it & a good thing because the QEP process will
pravide additional resources ta increase the number of writing in-

tensive courses required to promote our students learning .

Introduce the use of YWEAYEonline, the assessment management systern which enables academic programs and administrative

Increase the nurnber of undergraduate prograrms which assess all seven (55U general education learning outcomes,
Increase the proportion of students whose learning is assessed in all undergraduate and graduate programes,
Increase the number of programs using a metric for judging students' performance, e g, 3-point rating scale (3 highest-1 lowest),

Set program goals and standards for student performance each year based on the assessrment results from the previous year

(e.2., we expect majors to score at least 4.0 out of 3 on mastery of content knowledge and 3.0 of 3 on written communication].

# |[ncrease the number of prograrme reporting both the assessment of typical performances (e.g, the mean was 3.7 of 5) and the

proportion of students falling below the program's standard for each learning outcorne (e.g, 15% of students scored below 3,00,

For questions or assistance, contact Harry Dangel, hdangel@gsu.edu or 1-0126
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General Education Assessment Update

Forthe past two years teams of faculty, subcommittess for assessing general education outcomes, have been planning and conducting assess-
ments of the G5U general education learning outcomes in the core. Below & a brief summary of the process the subcommittees used to

assess general education learning. More detailed reports are available at ; http:feducation.gsu.edufctlfoutcomesfGen_EdfGen-Ed-Home. htm.

Wiritlen Conamnunicaton: 1% Hang samples Trom sO0al S0enCe COUFses were scofed Usinga sCoANg FUDAC with 51 CALeRa: pUFpose, CONTERT, OFgANIza

tioh, detailsfevidence, toneand mechanics. Each area was rated on a sie-point scale from excellent to poor. Recommended crterion iz ascore of 4 {good).

Ural Lomnunicaton: Using online ratng scales trom the Mational Communicaton Aszocaton and in class rafings of presentations, studetits in 2peech
000 were rated on the Personal Report of Commurnication Apprehenzion and Willingress to Communicate Scal ez and Competent Speaker rubric,

Collaborafion: Descnptve datz from FUDACS and sUrveys were Uzed to (ndicate whether and how mUch studerts Understand e process and Denelts of

collaboration as part of their learning process for writing.

Lrbcal Thinkang—3cience: >tudents in Area LY courses were assessed Lo determine it they could tormulate appropnate questions and testable b

potheses for research; effectively collect appropriate (empirical) evidence; apply and integrate principles and concepts to analyze problems within zpecific
core areas; approptiately evaluate and interpret claims, argurments, eviderce and hypotheses; use the results of analysiz to appropriately construc new
arguments or alternate hypotheses, and formulate new questions. Gritical Thinldng—Humanities: California Crtical Thinking Shills Test was gven to

studerts in selected humanities course as posttest only formnat. The Sub-Committes recornmends uzingan alterratve format for fiture asseszment,

FnalyZing LONTEMpOrary IssUes: -OI0ents W ere assessed 0N QUesons ermnbedded Lo exarin=ons of seleCted social SCIeRCe COUrseF and die Percent |
of students scoring G0% or higher on the @mrgeted questions was tabulated.

Quantitative SHalls: fzzezzmerts were adopted from the Tlathernat cz fezocmtoh of Amencaand Thoude being able tolinterpret mathematcal models,
such as formulas, graphs, t@bles, and schematics, and draw inferences from them; represent mathematial informaton symbolically, vizually, nomerically, and
werbally; use anthmetical, algebraic, geomettic and statstical methods to zolve problems; estimate and checkanswers to mathemnatical problems in order

to determnine reasonableness, iderdfy alterratives, and select optimal results; and recognize that mathermatical and statistcal methods bave limits.

Technology: HIl: Tor using technology were delined a5 discovenngand [earming Mow to U5e CAampUs COmpUter Taolites [[abs, stidert.gs 0 .edy, 3osolar,
the aquatium etc); doingacademic research online, including Boolean search operators and evaluating the validity of sources; desighingand building web
texts that display knowledge of umbilityand ravigton as well as a clear undersanding of the sepamtion of formn from contert; writhg shating and re-

wiewing docurments online, using M3 Word's cormmenting features and using srnadl.

In December the Committee on Academic Programs of the Lniversity Senate appraved a palicy change that would provide the departments
with teach courses in the core with the responsibility and authority to assess the general education learning outcames in their courses. ¥yith
this change, departments will be cognizant of any needs to modify instruction. COwver the next several months, the Subcommittes will be pro-

widing departments with technical assistance and support for assessing general education outcomes in their core courses,

Assessment Practice to Share (and some to avoid)

Most pragrams at G50 have settled on using a S-pointscale for judging students’ performances (3 high-1 low) vs. a yesino reparting
of whether students met a standard. Y¥ith the S-point scale a standard can be set for both minimal performance (e.g., students must score at
least 3.0 and mrgeted goals (e.g, goal of an average of 4.0 for all graduates) and progress toward that goal can be assessed (&g, an assess
ment report might state, "the mean score on the rubric for demonstrating mastery of content knowledge in ... was 3.835—well above our
standard of 3.0, an improvement fram our mean af 3.7 [astyear, and progress toward our goal ofa mean of 4.0, A simple "yes-no™ decision

(e.g. all students passed the examination) doesn't provide a clear metric of "how well” ora point of comparison across the years,

For many programs, there & a professional accrediting group whose standards must be met. The expectations of these graups have
increasingly become aligned with the requirements of 3ACS to assess student learning. The more we can integrate these processes the more

meaningful and viable the assessment process will be.

A |earning outcomes assessment & different fram the program assessment process that many of us have used in the past. In pro-
gram assessment we examined "input” factors (e.g., reviewed syllabi documented boaoks in the library, descibed qualifications of faculty, etc.).
The learning outcomes assessment focuses on the results—what knowdedge, skills, and values did students’ learn. And, the bestway to evalu-

ate student learning is through embedded course assessments, aligned with the specific goak and objectives of the program.

Many programs which don't have capstone courses or required culminating experiences or requirements have been discussing the
potential value of such a requirement. Certainly, havinga course (or requirement, examination thesk, etc)atthe end ofa program of study,
pravides an excellent instructional opportunity for students to integrate and apply the knowledge and skill learned in the program, as well as

an opportunity for faculty to evaluate and reflect an the impact of the program an students’ learning

Check award winning departmental assessment reports: http://education.gsu.edu/ctl/loutcomes/outcomes.hitm




